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From: Linda Fox [foxcakes@oregontrail.net]
Sent: Friday, February 04, 2000 4:42 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown

I feel very strongly that none of the dams be removed. The impact on the local economy of Irrigon
and surrounding communities would be very negative.  All of the studies done have shown this to
be true, and anyone with any intellegence should be able to understand this. Add my name to the
list of supporters who do not want the dams changed in any way. Thank you.
Linda Fox, Mayor of Irrigon
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February 28, 2000

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, PORTLAND
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
ATTN: John Day Draw Down Study
PO Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208-2946

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The Port of Klickitat's Board of Commissioners and staff appreciate this opportunity to express our
opinion regarding the proposed John Day Dam draw down which has been studied and considered
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Unfortunately, 1 was unable to attend the February 24, 2000
Goldendale meeting that was held regarding this topic: I respectfully request that this letter, which
expresses the Port's views, be entered into the record.

The Port is in full agreement with the Corps' decision that the John Day Dam should NOT be
drawn down. If the decision is made to draw down the Dam, tremendous negative impacts would
be made to affected agricultural and economic entities, with far reaching repercussions to the
economic viability of affected surrounding communities. Additionally, the impacts to power,
navigation, flood control and recreation will be very significant and are deemed unacceptable.

It remains questionable if a draw down would have a positive affect on the salmon's population:
When considering the far reaching consequences of pursuing the John Day draw down, without
clear benefit to salmon, the Port of Klickitat fully supports the Corps decision not to choose draw
down of the John Day Dam.

Please let the record reflect that the Klickitat County Port District #1 is against any further studies
of this issue, and is very much against a decision to drawn down the John Day Dam. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Dianne Sherwood
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

cc: Port Commissioners

Klickitat
County
Port
District

401 Bingen Point Way #A
Bin en, WA 98605

(509) 493-1655
Fax (509) 493-4257
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15 March 2000
Army Corps of Engineers
Portland, Oregon
Fax 503-808-4.515

Dear Corps of Engineers

I know I live in Augusta, Georgia and I am a long way from Portland, OR. Still
these are my Columbia River wild salmon species and I want every thing possible
done to restore them to my Oregon Rivers.

The purpose of this letter is to make the case that salmon are one link on natures
food chain cycle that. must. not be allowed to break. A lot of large and small
creature's survival depend on fate salmon. It is not just the humans species that are
depending on the results of your efforts being sound and doing the job of
restoration. There a lot of other species that are also depending on you doing your
work successfully; fox, eagle, bears, lynx and many others.

I realize you are at a crossroad. Do you do your job correctly or do you make the
rich and famous happy (job done poorly)? I hope you will pick, doing it right. The
American Public wants all of it agencies working to restore threatened arid
endangered wild salmon, wild steelhead and wild resident fish in the Columbia
River Basin. We are not in favor of Resolution that says hatcheries are to be the
source forever of juvenile fish. We are not in favor of a plan that continues to allow
forest clearcutting up to the banks of rivers, streams and in the headwaters. We are
not in favor of dams remaining in place that step wild fish from returning to the
headwaters.

The county wishes you. the best,
I hope to hear in Georgia that your job was successful in spite of the rich and
famous.

Sam Booher
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To: Cindy Bostrum
Subject: RE: John Day Drawdown Phase 1 Study Public Forums

I just read your comments on the John Day dam study and just want to clear up
one key point.

The recommendation the Corps of Engineers will make to Congress regarding the
John Day Dam will not be based on any kind of vote. The Corps of Engineers will
use the best science available to make our recommendation. I apologize if we left
the impression that our recommendation would be based on anything other than
fact and science.

Stuart Stanger
Project Manager

-----Original Message ----
From: Cindy Bostrum [SMTP:cindyrb@colfax.com[
Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2000 10:39
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown Phase 1 Study Public Forums

I looked at your Summary for the above mentioned subject and was impressed with the easy
read informational book.
My concern in contacting you is that I the meetings were not advertised on TV, what about
radio? Even if they were did people get the idea how important voicing their opinion at these
meetings is. Do they know you are going to make recommendaitons according to interest based
on attendance? The ratio I've encountered is 10 to 1 against taking out the dams. People have
to work and might not be able to attend these meetings, and if everyone that opposed this
showed up there would be no facility to hold them. I got your e-mail address from this book but
the majority of people feel helpless and don't know how to voice their opinion. How can people
be able to know what the steps are to voicing their concerns? I'm very dumbfounded that
Congress would make such a horrendous recommendation when everyone concerned hasn't
been able to cast their vote! This is not a sufficient way to say the people have spoken. This
would devastate our area and state. Cost overruns always happen. Whatever is projected would
probably be a safe assumption that it would run anywhere from 30 to 60% higher than
anticipated, and take twice as long. How many generations would have to pay for this project?
Why would we want more fossil fuel pollutants in the environment? Don't we have enough traffic
and road problems? After the passage of I-695 where would the funds come from for the
additional infrastructure?  People need to get realistic as to what is sane and insane.  The BIG
issue that is not addressed in this I feel is the other reasons the fish are dwindling. Those
problems will still exist, dwindling the fish supply and there will then be no way of successfully
bringing new salmonids to these areas. I see this as a fatal step to the Salmon species.
With that in mind, doesn't it seem this is just a radical move by people who just want the rivers
with no dams?  What next???? I hope you will take the time to respond to these concerns.
Cindy
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From: Coyoterk@aol.corr,
Sent: Saturday, March 04, 2000 10:36 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown Study Phase 1

If there is a Phase two, it should be canceled. The economic disaster the draw down would cause does not
justify the benefits that would be realized by the commercial fishing industry, the Native Americans, the
Canadians, Alaska and the SPORT FISHING INDUSTRY.

1. Is there any proof that the draw down would help the juniville fish down river?
2. Would turn the irrigated land back into a desert.
3. How would the lost power be replaced? Now and in the future?
4. The draw down would benefit a small group of people, while harming many more.

In Conclusion:
I agree with the Corp of Engineers announcement not to draw down the John Day Pool.
I am also against any breaching of any dam on the Snake River and the Columbia.
I feel much more action needs to be taken on what happens to the salmon after they leave the Columbia

River. What is the impact of the long line fishing boats on the high seas? What is the impact of the Alaska and
British Columbia commercial and sport fishing industries? It seems to me that we are trying to solve the
problem on the wrong end.

Bob Callow
PO Box 950
Washougal, WA 98671
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From: Craig Cammock [cammock@hotmail.comj
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2000 10:47 AM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil

As an avid recreational user of the Columbia River and as a fisherman, I would oppose any
drawdown of the John Day Damn. Until actual salmon run recovery has been demonstrated by
the removal of the Elwa dam, I would not support draw down or removal of any dam. Thank
You, Craig Cammock 415 Pine Street Mt. Vernon, WA 98273
Get Your Private, Free Email at http://www.hotmail.com



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 2 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 1 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 2             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 2 of 2             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 2 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 2 of 2 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 1 August 2000
Comments

March 28, 2000

Elwin L. Fisk
2348 Snohomish Ave.
Richland, WA. 99352

U.S. Army Engineer District Portland
Corps of Engineers
Attn: John Day Drawdown Study
P.O. Box 2946
Portland, OR. 97208-2946

Comments on the John Day Drawdown
Phase 1 Study

I attended your Umatilla, Oregon presentation on the John Day
Drawdown Phase 1 study.

I support your engineering analysis that there is little justification for
drawdown and that further study should be halted. As a thinking
engineer/fisherman I have to support maximum barging of the Snake River
salmon and steelhead smolts. This requires a full John Day pool.

The NMFS emphasis on hydropower (natural river) to halt declining
salmon and steelhead runs is contrary to the known data on mortality through the
various phases of the life of these fish.

The stream spawning habitat of wild fish can be improved by adding fish
carcasses to provide nutrients. A carcass biomass contains 0.364% phosphorus
and 10% nitrogen by wet weight.

British Columbia biologists have started fertilizing Vancouver Island
rivers. As an experiment they began fertilizing a river 10 years ago. The result
was a dramatic increase in steelhead. This river fertilizer is in briquets (made from
granular golf course fertilizer) that releases nutrients over a period of months.

A 50% improvement in smolt survival would provide a dramatic increase
in fish runs. However, if EPA and the state agencies insist on drinking water
standards in streams instead of a needed nutrient standard, it will never happen.

The ocean habitat is very sensitive to climate changes. Over the past 100
years, three major climate shifts have occurred (1925, 1947, and 1977) which in
turn have significantly altered salmon survival. These climate regime shifts are
now known as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (P.D.O.). The cool/wet climate
regime of the P.D.O. has begun and is now measurable in increased quantities and
size of anadromous salmonids in Washington and Oregon, and consequential
decreases in Alaska.

Since the pink salmon spends nearly all its life cycle in the ocean it is very
sensitive to ocean conditions. The average size of the 1999 Alaska commercially
caught pink salmon was only 2.9 pounds a pound less than normal.

1n contrast, Washington's previous pink salmon record catch of 6.38
pounds was broken seven times in 1999 in less than 30 days. An 8.38 pounder stands
as the state record.

The 1999 spring Chinook jack count of 8,900 over Bonneville Dam could
predict an adult return of 200,000 spring Chinook salmon this year, about 150,000
more than last year and the most since 1977.There should be even more Salmon for
the next two or three decades.

Your recommendation to halt the study with phase 1 is the first step in
saving the anadromous fish, the dams, and commercial barging.

Elwin L. Fisk

Phone/Fax: (509) 375-3151
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From: Gibbeys@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2000 9:14 PM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil; warner@wenworld.com;

gpeck@rightathome.com
Subject: Dam breaching

Dear Mr. Warner: Nice articles covering the purposed lunacy refereed to as dam
breaching. You are absolutely hit the nail on the head when you stated our voices
don't count. I think we need to make a larger impression. Suggest ALL
Hydroelectric energy producers shut down for a week. Ask what will make up the
deficit? Finite fossil fuel plants? Nuclear or solar energy? Let's hear it for clean
renewable energy! The VAST majority of our populace has missed the point. the
salmon have been wildly over-harvested. This can't be a surprise. A flotilla of
factory ships in the North pacific, a maze of gill nets in the lower Columbia and
sport fishermen all want a piece of the action. None of these fools are willing to
stand down a reduce their catch to preserve their way of life. It has been proven in
local steelhead runs, that after a moratorium banning all steelheads fishing, the
returning runs made a dramatic increase, but no one seems to notice. I suggest a
five year ban on all salmon fishing in the Columbia and it's tributaries for five years.
I'll bet the returning runs will increase. People will not favor this concept. Legal
battles will be waged. It's the right thing to do rather than squander funds on
projects that will do nothing other than revert central Washington back to desert.
Ever read the "Dune" series? Breaching dams is like treating the symptoms and not
curing the illness. Nothing will be gained. We have been at odds on other subjects.
I give you an Atta Boy on this one. Nice Work!

Your nemesis, Chris Gibbs

P.S
You were dangerously close to showing some balls on this one. There's hope for
you yet!
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From: Eric Grohs [ericgrohs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2000 12:37 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil

My name is Eric Grohs and I am a summer employee with Idaho Fish and Game.
Phase I of the John Day Drawdown would be entirely crucial in making progress for
the recovery of wild salmon and steelhead. I cannot speak for the recreators of that
area behind the dam, but I do speak for the recreators of Salmon, Idaho, where I
am from. To have salmon and steelhead numbers back in our waters means
everything for our small community. Issues of water quality should not be
determining factors in this proposal. Turbidity in the river even for seven years is
nothing compared to the extinction of magnificent fish. I, along with thousands of
Idahoans are willing to pay finacially to see the return of one of our most treasured
natural resources.
Do You Yahoo!? Talk to your friends online with Yahoo!
Messenger. http://im.yahoo.com
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Mrs. Dolores Hoover
2276 Bellevue Drive

Clarkston, WA 99403

March 12, 2000

COMMENTS ON JOHN DAY DRAWDOWN--------

I don't know what your purpose for the John Day Drawdown is
for---supposedly to provide a natural free-flowing river for salmon
to migrate up or down in, I presume. I only know what a mess was
caused here in my own backyard territory of Clarkston, Wash., during
the Lower Granite Drawdown of the early 90s.

Disadvantages of the drawdown:
While the lower river level may have flushed salmon smolt
downstream,
(1) it left high and dry the thousands of scooped-out
gravel-spawning nests that we watched other species of fish create;
and thus caused a 1-year generation loss of hundreds of fish in each
of several species.
(2) it left high and dry the fresh water mussel population along
many miles of shoreline; also left were the dead remains of many
marine life bugs, nymphs, etc. (I don't know the proper names, not
being a biologist, but I saw many carcasses.)

(3) it left a HORRIBLE STENCH for many miles of shoreline with
the rotting plants, algea, bugs, fish and mud; the smell was still
around when the upper part of the old river edge began to dry and
crack.
(4) it released the water pressure along the river bank and so that
areas of river bank collapsed.
(5) railroad beds began settling at different rates along the way so
that the railroad tracks became bumpy up and down and also were
shifted left and right; for a long time trains traveled real slow
with repair crews always checking for loose ties, bolts, and pulled
apart track. Major repair waited until the dam pool refilled and the
ground stablized. Then tracks were releveled and tracks re-alighned.
(6) riverside roads also began shifting toward the river and
settling at different rates, mainly depending on their road base and
how far from the river they were. The road on the northside of the
Snake River from Clarkston had been one of the levelest roads
around. It became a small rollercoaster ride with cracks
"frequently" across it and even had some drops in pavement level at
the cracks. Spray paint on the cracks showed road crews the problem
spots and also warned drivers of caution areas. Again, major repair
was of no use until the pool filled and the land stabilized again.
(7) river docks were left high and dry. All docks suffered damage
and some broke up.
(8) recreation halted as no one could launch boats unless they went
above Asotin and drifted back down; shore fishing nearly halted
because you couldn't walk across the mud to the new waterline; you
could fish only in a very few areas where there was a straight rock
dropoff deep enough to still have water under it.

(9) barge traffic eliminated; wheat, wood ships, logs, etc.
began stockpiling; since forwarned, finished paper products
were able to line up trucks. There was too much volume of the
other products for trucks to handle and the train service was
already now reduced in load size, speed traveled and number of
train trips available. (We drove along side trains at that time
and all I can say is that anyone using the train would be doing
so at his own risk.) (10) some deer and livestock got stuck in
the mud when going to the river to get a drink. (We helped pull
out a stuck calf.) (11) some people got stuck in the mud at the
risk of their lives also. Many got themselves loose or had
friends help them. Our own teenage daughter was one such person
when she left the boat, tried to walk ashore with the boat rope
and got bogged down in the mud. We had a terrible time getting
her out. A boy near 13eachview Park got stuck in the mud and
friends and firemen had to extracate him. That one was in the
newspapers. (12) some cattle men pump water out of the river
for their livestock in pastures and pens higher up on the river
bluffs. I saw them putting on longer pipe extensions.

I don't know about Lower Granite having an irrigation canal
diversion like some dams that would have impacted farmers.
There are numerous irrigation canals off of dams in my
childhood area of the Yakima Valley. I won't mention the
hydroelectric situation as a drawdown is different from a "dam
breaching", which we Snake River people are now facing. All I
can say is: "A drawdown is a preliminary to dam removal."
Hence, there goes the electricity ---reducing the supply when
the northwest is growing in both industry and people. Stupid,
sheer stupidity----trading one fish for electricity.

VERY few good things came out of the drawdown:
(1) body parts of a missing man were found that confirmed he
had been murdered. (2) a stolen car was found that had been
driven into the river.

As the Lower Granite pool refilled and we began repairing the
damage and trying to get back to our normal lives, we waited
for a report of what good the drawdown did. Over the years,
NONE of the so-called science reports could justify the cost
and even "short-term" havoc that we experienced. "IF" the
drawdown helped the salmon (which I haven't been convinced that
it did), it in turn did so at great cost other sport and edible
fish like the bass, perch, trout, blue gill, catfish, etc. I'm
sorry, but I don't see common sense reasoning in sacrificing
dozens of fish species to preserve one--the salmon. I don't see
purposely damaging our roads and railroads for one fish. The
only salmon in this house is in the cat food. Whoopie!
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February 16, 2000

RE: John Day Pool Draw Down

I am a citizen of the Pacific Northwest and am opposed to any draw down of the John Day
pool because it is economically harmful and there is no evidence that proves it will help
recover salmon.

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

Art Kegler
P. O. Box 875
Boardman, OR 97818
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From: jhlink@gorge.net
Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2000 11:27 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown Phase I Study

It was most gratifying to read the results of the study. The impact of John Day Dam to
Salmon Runs seems to be almost negligible when considering the total loss to Salmon
stocks in the past several decades. Socioeconomic benefits to the Northwest derived from
the dam far outweigh perceived hoped for benefits of so drastic a scheme as was
proposed by the study. This study suggests that while Dams do impact Salmon Runs
negatively, their impact is fractional when compared to the totality of the loss in numbers.
Other measures that have been implemented to restore their numbers are showing results,
such as restoring habitat, the barging of smolt, modifying impediments to fish migration,
ect. What hasn't been addressed is the killing of Salmon seedstock. Any chicken farmer
knows that if he kills his hens he cannot expect a new crop of chickens. Salmon enter the
rivers for one purpose and that is to reproduce. Until we get serious about conserving
seedstock by reducing the numbers that are killed by fishing, both in the ocean and in the
rivers, we can expect to have to deal with wild schemes like the breaching of Dams from
those who are part of the problem. A solution will be found when those who make their
living from fishing salmon, find a way to meet their needs in some other way than by killing
the seedstock. Success in this may come from as simple a solution as farming Salmon in
pens as they do in other countries.

James Link
1987 Glenwood Hwy
Goldendale WA 98620

509-773-4111
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From: Edwards, Dawn M NWP
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2000 10:23 AM
To: 'Rick Martin'
Cc: Ferguson, Christine R NWP; Stanger, Stuart L NWP
Subject: RE: John Day Dam Draw Down

Rick, If we were to draw down John Day Reservoir, there would be months of
notification preceding any actual action on the river. At this point, however, our
preliminary recommendation is not to study drawdown of John Day any further,
based on minimal biological benefits, some biological risks, and economic and social
impacts. We foresee forwarding our report, including that recommendation, to
Congress in summer 2000. We are in the middle of public meetings right now, and
will be taking public comments into account as we complete our final report and
recommendation in the next few months. We do not foresee a change in the
recommendation at this time. If we did recommend further study, the next Phase
would be a 4 or 5-year study, thus any actual action on the river would be many
years in the future. And the next Phase could not begin until Congress both
authorized further study, and appropriated the money to perform it.

I hope this lessens your concerns, and please, if you have any further questions,
don't hesitate to e-mail me again, or you could call me at 503 808-4510.

Dawn Edwards, Public Affairs Office

-----Original Message -----

From: Rick Martin [mailto:Adventu999@email.msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2000 1:54 AM
To: Edwards, Dawn M
Subject: John Day Dam Draw Down

Dawn Edwards:

If a draw down does happen how can I find out (in advance) the schedule and time
frames of when, and how much water will be spilled at the John Day Dam?

I would like to keep anglers in the area informed to help them with their fishing
success as well as their safety.
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From: Charles E. Miller [ckmiller@eoni.cor,.j
Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2000 10:12 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown

Re: John Day Drawdown Phase I Study

Dear Army Corps of Engineers:

I live in the Hermiston, Oregon area and would encourage you to eliminate any further
study of river drawdown or dam breaching measures. For the best opportunity to enhance
salmon we need to improve existing bypass and fish transportation systems, restructure
NMFS flow augmentation, and improve water management. This would provide the best
opportunity to protect tribal fishing rights as well as the economy of the Pacific Northwest
while providing for salmon survival. Thank you for your efforts in this study and allowing us
to have the opportunity to comment.

Charles E. Miller
80171 Rivera Lane
Hermiston, Or. 97838
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From: Daren Coppock [dcoppock cLDowgl.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2000 11:37 AM
To: Kent Madison
Cc: Lynne Buchanan; Judy Rea; Tom McCoy; Phil Zurbrick; Sherman Reese
Subject: Talking points for John Day breaching study

Here are some of the points I would emphasize:

1) The region needs to focus on the important and relevant questions. The question is
not "how do we make breaching look affordable", as some breaching proponents are
framing the issue. The real question is "what is necessary to recover fish, what is best in
terms of cost/benefit, and how do we get it done?" This is not a fish vs. dams issue --
we are smart and capable enough to have both.

2) The Corps conclusions on John Day are correct -- the benefits are uncertain, and
would be dwarfed by the costs. No further funding should be sought for study of a John
Day drawdown.

3) There are less disruptive and destructive ways than breaching to recover fish. The
Framework analysis shows that each of the alternatives under consideration improves
fish returns.

4) Dam breaching has negative environmental consequences: (a) alternative
transportation modes (rail and truck) generate more air pollution than barge
transportation does (on a per-ton basis); (b) alternative transportation modes also
consume more fuel per ton than barges do; (c) alternative power sources (coal, gas,
nuclear) generate particulates, depend on fossil fuels, or generate radioactive
byproducts -- hydropower is clean and renewable, as well as being economical.

5) Over 9 million tons of cargo are shipped through the John Day lock each year.
Commodities include grain, petroleum, timber products, pulp, and several others.
Transferring these commodities to truck or rail would require an immense investment in
transportation infrastructure, and would more than double shipping costs.

6) Breaching would take years to implement. Nearly 10 years would be needed to
secure the necessary federal permits, studies, and Congressional authorizations, and
then several years for the actual work, and another decade for the sediments to settle
again. We would be much better served to work on what we can implement immediately
and can afford.

Science, economics, and common sense point toward a solution other than breaching.
It's past time to set aside this extreme proposal, quit wasting time and money fighting
about it, and get on with real, measurable salmon recovery.

Daren Coppock, Exec. VP Oregon Wheat Growers League 115 SE 8th St., Pendleton
OR 97801 USA dcoppock@owgl.org -hftp://www.owgl.org Tel. (541)276-7330 FAX
(541)276-1723



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 2 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 2 of 2 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Study 1 of 1 August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1             August 2000
Comments



John Day Drawdown Phase I Report 1 of 1 August 2000
Comments

U.S. ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 2946
PORTLAND, OREGON 97208-2946

CHESTER PRIOR
32327 OREGON TRAIL ROAD
ECHO, OREGON 97826

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the John Day Drawdown
phase 1 study.

I am a resident of Hermiston Oregon and have lived here 25 years. I have served
as a Umatilla Port commissioner and other public service positions. I believe I
have an understanding of the impacts that would result in the John Day pool
drawdown.

I agree with the conclusions of the study and hope they have an impact on the
overall Sa~ Recovery efforts that are being considered by other agencies and
groups of interested citizens.

Chester Prior
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Craig & Becky Satter
430 SE 9`h Court

Hermiston, Oregon 97838

February 16, 2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Chris Ferguson
PO Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208-2946

RE: Feb. 16 Hearing, Desert River Inn/Umatilla Oregon

Dear Ms. Ferguson:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Columbia River and the John
Day pool.

Salmon are an important resource, but not a more important resource than
humans. Millions of dollars have been spent on research to determine what is the
best method of saving the salmon, it is now time to stop researching, use the
science at hand and save the salmon at a reasonable cost.

Dam breaching should not be an option. Things such as the loss of the "smelt"
runs between the Bonneville Dam and the Ocean are conveniently forgotten.
There are ocean factors and many other factors that caused the downfall of the
smelt runs - not the dams. Too, the dam breaching can result in enormous habitat
loss and flooding problems that Portland can only imagine - floods cresting seven
feet higher than what is now experienced. Downtown Portland would be a loss!

Lowering the John Day pool should not be an option as the current
transportation system is working. Not one more dollar should be spent on Phase
II analysis - we have the data. Lets get to work and use the regional salmon
recovery measures that are in place.

Sincerely,

Craig A. Satter
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Army Corps of Engineers
Portland District
333 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Re: Opposition to Dam Removal

Dear Corps:

We are communicating our protest to the possible removal of dams from rivers in the
Pacific Northwest as a proposed remedy to save and replenish wild salmon. The reasons
we are opposed to the removal of dams are as follows:

• The astronomical economic losses due to the removal of the dams far outweigh the
benefit of retaining the wild salmon.

• We believe that many other factor contribute to the reduction of the wild salmon,
including: 1) Allowing drift nets to be used for fishing so near our coastline 2)
Uncontrolled proliferation of salmon predators (e.g., sea lions, birds that are not
native to the Pacific Northwest).

Furthermore, we believe the salmon count does not accurately represent the potential
salmon population due to the current reduction in the number of hatchery salmon
released. We are not convinced that hatchery fish are somehow genetically inferior to
wild salmon. In our view, salmon are salmon; and we oppose the practice of clubbing or
electrocuting hatchery salmon in order to "cleanse" the population of so-called inferior
hatchery salmon. In what way are fish hatchery salmon inferior? Significant numbers of
these hatchery salmon manage the return to spawn, demonstrating their hardy nature.

Finally, the majority of support for the removal of Pacific Northwest dams comes from
environmentalists. The environmentalist agenda does not represent the general
population of the Pacific Northwest. Environmentalists simply have greater access to the
hearings for public opinion input on this issue.

Thank you for considering our voices in opposition to the removal of dams on rivers in
the Pacific Northwest.

Sincerely,

Doug & Pat Thompson
13605 SE Division #203

Portland, OR 97236
Telephone: 762-1498

Cc: Senator Gordon Smith
Senator Ron Wyden
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Sent: Monday, February 07, 2000 9:09 AM
To: Conway, Nola R NWW; Edwards, Dawn M NWP
Subject: FW: Hearings on salmon restoration hearings being held, according to

newspaper information, over a six-week period through the Northwest
and Alaska, the first held in Portland about Feb. 3.

Diana C. Brimhall, APR
Chief, Public Affairs Office

-----Original Message ----

Sent: Sunday, October 31, 1999 5:47 PM
To: Cenwp-PA
Subject: Hearings on salmon restoration hearings being held, according

to newspaper information, over a six-week period through the Northwest
and Alaska, the first held in Portland about Feb. 3.

please include this correspondence as a submission for the hearing record. I am unable
to find notice of hearings or reports on the hearings on any web page including yours.
From what I read there is an organized effort to pack your hearings and use this packing
as support for breaching four Snake River dams. Personally, I do not have a position on
taking out dams. I do, however, have a position on bare-faced attempts by special
interests who exert pressure in an attempt to show theirs is the only position, in this case
to remove the dams. I strongly suggest that the Corps and NMFS keep in perspective
that a disproportionate amount of the noise is generated by a limited number of people.
While I don't have a position, I haven't yet heard any of the proponents of dam removal
use the key words, that they will guarantee the runs of salmon will be saved if these four
dams are breached. Until someone makes such a guarantee I'm not in favor of tearing
out hundreds of millions of dollars in public assets and raising power bills for the entire
northwest, simply on spec. Bob Van Leer, Box 790, Gold Beach, OR 97444
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From: MB Condon/Tim Young [timandmb@gorge.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 19, 2000 9:02 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: john day drawdowm phase one study!

    I would like to address my comments to Col. Randall Butler,
    I attended your meeting in Goldendale and I would like to express my
disappoinment, in what seemed to me an obvious public relations exercise, to
sell our community on the practicality of a decision that had already been
made.  It is very disconcerting to see an unelected Army officer announce to
a public meeting that he has already decided on his reccomendation to
Congress before the meeting began and then to announce that this was not a
formal public hearing.  Furthermore, there wasn't even a printed copy of the
drawdown study available at the meeting .  The only information I could find
at the meeting was the Army Corps of Engineers' summary of the John Day
drawdown study. It is a very nice package with lots of photos reinforcing
the Corps control of the river and the dam and essentially ignoring any
other points of view that are contrary to even the idea of a drawdown, much
less the dismantling of the John Day dam.  I was particularly disturbed by
the photo on page 17 under cultural resources, showing a hole in the ground
with two unidentified people digging in it as if the only cultural value of
the river and the salmon has been long buried and no longer relevant to the
people here. You wish!
    One of the few informed opinions that I heard at the meeting came from
the biologists from the Inter-Tribal Fisheries Commission.  I agree that the
comment period should be extended , if for no other reason than the fact
that the information, on which your recommendation to our elected officials
is based, wasn't even available at the meeting that you hosted .  I also
think that the Corps was not here in Goldendale to present an unbiased
representation of the options for salmon recovery on the Columbia ,but
instead was here to reinforce its control over the resources on the river.
All I can say is, I think that the comment period should be extended and
that if the Corps of Engineers really gave a damn about the public, they
would do more to foster public involvement in their decision. The Corps of
Engineers should encourage the formal presentations of opposing points of
view at public meetings, rather than walking in the door and telling people
that the decision is already made and now let's sit here for two hours and
see how much support we can create in this community by not questioning
uninformed opinions that support our conclusions and thwarting those that
don't.
                                          Tim Young
                                          380 Ilsa Way,Goldendale WA
                                                      98620



From: John Bartlett [captbart@cyberport.net]
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2000 7:37 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown study
Gentlemen:
I send this e-mail in strong protest for any breaching of existing dams causing the decrease in the
clean production of electricity, irrigation of farms, flood control and recreation activities. Careful
disciplined thought needs to be taken before changing are critical Columbia river systems. There
may be other causes of salmon decline. I am suspicious that there will be a power shortage in the
Northwest in the Summer and coming years. We need to save all the power generation sources
now. The weather changes coming up dictate careful thought. The loss of natural existing power
generation from the dams will most certainly drive up the costs of power for the consumer. Please
use clear thinking and forsight in your decisions.
John D. Bartlett, M.D.
380 Commerce Street
Bigfork, MT 59911
(406) 837-5637



From: Pjbeckett@aol.com
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2000 6:06 AM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Cc: cgwa@gorge.net
Subject: Windsurfing impact of John Day drawdown

My wife and I come to the Columbia River every summer for 4 weeks specifically to windsurf. The
John Day drawdown would spoil some of our favorite places to sail.  Thus, we would be likely to
shift our windsurfing destination to Hawaii and places in the Caribean if this drawdown happens.



From: Quail [mr.rb@worldnet.att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2000 6:41 AM
To: Cenwp-EC-DC
Subject: JOHN DAY DAM PHASE I STUDY COMMENTS
Gentlemen:
Review of Phase I indicates that further study of drawdowns of the John Day Pool are
unnecessary. The detriments to the Hanford Reach fish far outweight any benefits to Snake River
fish from drawdown. Additionally, the costs of drawdown outweight the benefits. Do not waste
money further studying a non issue -- a better place to spend $20 million would be on improved
hatcheries.
Randy Brich
1469 Rimrock Avenue
Richland, WA 99352



From: Debbie D D Ellis [debrs@juno.com]
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2000 6:07 AM
To: federalcaucus@bpa.gov
Cc: comment@bpa.gov; Salmonstudy; cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil

I urge you to recommend removing the dams in the Final Lower Snake River Salmon Migration
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement and the Columbia Basin Fish Plan.  But
only if this can be accomplished in a timely manner.  I have heard an argument that to vote for
breaching the dams would further delay action for saving the salmon by tying the issue up in
courts for years.  Nothing should be allowed to obstruct immediate action.
Further, I am in favor of  cleaning up habitat (not only for the fish but also for humankind),
controlling harvest until the salmon population is stabilized (possibly allowing only the hatchery
fish to be harvested and not release them into the wild salmon habitat), investing in highways and
rail, upgrading irrigation equipment, and building new sources of clean power to offset the
breaching of the dams.

Thank you,

Debbie Ellis
1432 N Rimwood
Boise, ID  83704

3/9/00 Sent to: 110557a5408b952559426c92323@actionnetwork.org
federalcaucus@bpa.gov
salmonstudy@usace.army.mil
cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
comment@bpa.gov



From: jim farrell [farrellthefisher@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2000 10:20 AM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown

To Whom It mAy Concern:
  Please pursue a drawdown to natural river levels.  Your cost analysis does not consider things
such as the goodwill of tribes (how much is that worth) and the cost of having the regions most
vivid animal go extinct.  These costs are not limited to loss of income from commercial fishermen
like myself, but to ideals and ideas that salmon represent.  What price do we allocate to the
excitement of waiting for salmon to return each year or the joy of watching them struggle
upstream.
  Your analysis is flawed in that it only counts dollars and the natural world does not confine itself
to economic terms.  I support the Natural River Drawdown.
Thank You,
James R. Farrell, Jr.
8903 SW Van Olinda
Vashon, WA 98070



From: Davide Hawes [h.davide@gurlmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 24, 2000 8:42 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown

I support continuing to Phase II of this study.

I support natural river level drawdown, to about elevation 165 feet.  My support is based on the
high habitat values associated with riparian habitat.  This type of habitat is lost when a reservoir is
filled.  I believe that the lost of riparian habitat is one of the most critical constraints on wildlife
populations, including salmon, in the Pacific Northwest.  Natural river level drawdown provides
the opportunity to re-establish riparian habitat.

Is it possible to maintain catastrophic flood protection even with natural river level drawdown?
Under this scenario, the John Day dam would be configured to back-up high water events  that
are short-term in duration.  Other the next few days river levels would drop, but sudden rises in
river elevation downstream would be tempered.

If this project maintains a website, I was unable to locate it.  My comments would have been more
informed if such a site were available.  Please pursue maximum use of this communications
opportunity in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

David Hawes
315 Fifth Street, Apt. 4
Juneau, AK  99801



From: jjkdak [jjkdak@velocity.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2000 5:37 PM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: drawdown
please do not do the drawdown.its not going to help the fish anyway.you guy THE CORP look at
things in a strange light.i’ve seen your hadiwork on the great lakes.congress ought to protect you
guys from yourself.



From: Doug Miller [sprigwidgeon@dialaccess.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2000 7:22 PM
To: John Day Study
Subject: Columbia Basin Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan
Gentlemen:
As an Idaho native and frequent return visitor to the Pacific Northwest, I am compelled to offer my
opinion on the anadromous fish recovery issue now being debated. First, it is important to
recognize that all Americans, not just those who currently live in the Pacific Northwest, have a
stake in the recovery of our Pacific salmon and steelhead. These fish are an important part of
America's natural resource base and cultural heritage.
I support continiug the John Day Dam drawdown study (Phase II), and drawdown implementation
if the study shows improved fish survival through the dam. In my view, habitat (including migration
routes) is the most critical component for salmon and steelhead recovery. More needs to be done
to restore degraded habitat throughout salmon and steelhead range, from the spawning grounds
to the oceans. However, I believe that no amount of habitat improvement will be successful in
terms of recovering salmon and steelhead unless the migration route along the Columbia and
Snake River system is made to once again provide safe, fast, and natural fish passage.
We have years and billions of dollars worth' of recovery efforts focussed on hatchery production,
smolt barging and other fish bypass strategies, and flow augmentation. The results have been so
poor that these efforts could fairly be categorized as a failure. We continue to spend huge sums
of money on these programs, yet our salmon and steelhead stocks continue to decline and
approach the point of no return. Clearly, we have to do something different, and that something is
restoring the Columbia and lower Snake Rivers to a more natural, free-flow condition. Dam
drawdown, coupled with breach of the lower Snake River dams, is a promising way to achieve
this goal and salmon and steelhead recovery.
I urge you to continue the John Day Dam drawdown study (Phase II) and develop a plan for
drawdown implementation..
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,
Doug Miller
818 Kip LN
Pinehurst, TX 77362-3415
281-259-2445
sprigwidgeon@dialaccess.com



From: Greg Peck [gpeck@rightathome.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2000 8:52 PM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown
Dear Sirs:
As a recreational user of the gorge, specifically the Maryhill area I strongly oppose the draw down
and removal of the John Day Dam. I have lived and fished in the Wenatchee River and its
tributaries for over twenty years and there was always plenty of fish, both salmon and steelhead. I
see the real problem being over fishing, especially netting the Columbia by the Indians, and the
gill netting off our coast. If you really want to save the fishing runs ban all fishing, both commercial
and sport by all groups, especially netting in the Columbia River.
The gorge provides some of the best windsurfing in the world and the Maryhill area one of the
finest on the river. Why ruin it? Before we destroy dams and make major changes in the electrical
power structure and recreation on the river we need to look to other solutions. As I read the
studies there are two opinions on the removal of the dams. Take a long look at the impact on all
parties. Please don't ruin a prime recreational area when there are other options.
Respectfully,
Greg Peck



From: Nate Putnam [putnan@CHAMPINT.COM]
Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2000 1:05 PM
To: CENWPjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown Study

Dear sirs:
Please accept these comments in response to your Phase I Study report for Drawdown of the
John Day Resevoir.  I concurr with your recommendation that no further study is needed for
decision on this issue.  The overwhelming evidence, to say nothing of good old common sense,
should be clear to any reasonable thinking person.  There is no good justification for any
drawdown on the John Day.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Nathan Putnam, PE
Champion Pacific Timberlands, Inc.
Glenwood, WA



From: Leslie Soderquist [soderql@cyberhighway.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2000 11:42 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: Salmon issues

Dear Sirs:

I wanted to comment on the dam issues.  Precedence has been set for remediation or correction
of activities that hurt the environment.
Recall the issues of lead in gasoline, use of asbestos, PCBs and Love
Canal, DDT...  In every one of these instances, people and industry
howled
that changes would negatively impact them.  The placement of dams that
impact andromadous fish has hurt the environment and the removal of dams
will impact industry and individuals.  But, it must be done.  We didn’t continue to allow lead in
gasoline, the land disposal of PCBs and other chemicals, the widespread use of PCBs and
asbestos.  Therefore, we need to breach the four lower Snake River dams and make other
necessary changes to the other dams  and to the habitat to allow the return of salmon/steelhead
to their natural rivers.
Thank you for your time.

Leslie E. Soderquist
5986 E. 81 N.
Idaho Falls, ID  83401



From: stess@gorge.net
Sent: Saturday, February 12, 2000 12:56 PM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: John Day Drawdown comment

To whom it may concern:
I am encouraged by your recent finding that no additional study is necessary and that

there are better and more efficient ways to save the salmon.  Frankly, I was appauled that there
even needed to be such a study.  However, after your informative meeting in Goldendale, WA, I
realize that the ESA requires that all avenues are explored.  I hope this puts this alternative to
rest forever!

I also have a related comment:  As humans interact and indeed intrude upon fish and
wildlife habitat, nature (and humans) DO adapt.

In the case of salmon and steelhead, Why is it necessary to preserve the “royal”
bloodlines of native fish when we have the technology to fill the river with good quality hatchery
fish?  I have been fishing with experienced guides that have had difficulty identifying  native vs.
hatchery fish.

Most of the human race has realized the flaws in the philosophies of the Aryan Nation
and is doing just fine as an integrated society.  Why is it so important to preserve a royal family of
migrating fish that live for only a few years and die after spawning?

Mother nature has blessed us with the human inginuity to modify, adapt and survive.
Let’s spend the money there.  We will have more fish than we know what to do with!

Thank you,
Steve Tessmer



From: Harm J. Toren [torens@ptinet.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2000 8:13 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: dams

To take out the dams would be a big mistake and would cause unreversable damage. This would
be like going back to horse and buggy because gas is high. Only damm removeal would be
worse.
    Harm toren  Montana



From: HBWellsfry@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, April 01, 2000 12:12 AM
To: cenwpjddstudy@nwp01.usace.army.mil
Subject: (no subject)

     John Day Drawdown is not scientifically justifiable based on the following observable  facts:
1. Returning fish migrations to non-dammed affected rivers and streams are significantly

decreased.
2. Only 15% of the smolts delivered downstream of the dams return as mature adults.
3. The current problem is being successfully mitigated by barging and dam bypassing

systems.
4. Breaching seriously damages the ecosystem by reservoir sediment erosion behind the

dams breached and will settle out in the downstream reservoirs thereby reducing storage
ability for flood control.

5. The dams were built for and are needed  for transportation, flood control, hydropower and
irrigation.

        There removal would be disastrous economically both to remove the dam and to the
economy as a result of removing the dam.
    My observations as a registered WA & CA Civil Engineer with several years experience on
Columbia River hydro dams, fish screens and fish ladders are:

1. Indians slaughter fish on Columbia river downstream of the Snake river and therefore are
a cause of some of  the decreased river fish runs.

2. Fish ladders at hydro dams enhance migration of adult fish upriver rather than hinder
them by decreasing the average velocity of the flow.  For example the fishes swim
velocity - velocity of flow = net velocity of upstream        travel.  Net velocity increases
with the dam in place and decrease when their is free flow.

3. Foreign nations like Russia, China, Japan, Korea and others have large factory ships with
miles of nets which are sweeping up everything in their wake are causeing enormous
reductions in the ocean fish populations world wide and are a large part of the cause of
this problem.  The National Geographic reported this problem some years ago.

4. My first hand experience with Indians on Dam projects has shown me that dam
breachning has been and is an      ongoing Indian agenda based on more on feeling or
diversionary tactics of their true intent rather than on
an honest scientific rational.

    Conclusion:
    The route cause of the problem is that the vast majority of the salmon
and steelhead fish are disappearing  in the     ocean and not at the dams as
this dam breaching option assumes.      Therefore the route cause of the
problem is not  the dams.

Recommendations
1 Extend the US continental limits to 500 miles from shore and police and impound

encroachers.
2. Stop all steelhead and salmon fishing for a couple cycles of fish life to restore the runs as

has successfully been       done in California.
3. Shoot the seagulls feeding on smolts downstream of hydro dams before they can recover

from going through the         turbines.  After a few are shot the rest will go away.
4. Improve bounty programs on squafish and establish bounty on non-native species which

live on downstream migrants.
5. Revise the Indian treaty methods to be more realistic

Name:       Howard E. Wellsfry
Organization:   Retired Civil Engineer
Address:        513 S. Wilson,         Kennewick, WA 99336


